Writing policy that applies to First Nations, Inuit and Métis peoples in Canada has become more interactive as communities and their representative organizations press for practical recognition of an Aboriginal right of self-determination. When the policy in development is aimed at supporting "respect for human dignity" as it is in the case of ethics of research involving humans, the necessity of engaging the affected population becomes central to the undertaking.
Introduction
Writing policy that applies to First Nations, Inuit and Métis peoples in Canada has become more interactive as communities and their representative organizations press for practical recognition of an Aboriginal right of self-determination. When the policy in development is aimed at supporting "respect for human dignity" as it is in the case of ethics of research involving humans, the necessity of engaging the affected population becomes central to the undertaking. 
Ethical Relations and Ethics Policy
Elders in Aboriginal societies across Canada speak of the responsibility of humans to maintain a balanced relationship with all the beings, human and non-human, with whom they share life on Mother Earth. Languages of ancient origin convey the importance of principles such as "miyowicehtowin", having good relations in western Cree culture, and "Skennen kowa", Great Peace in Iroquois culture, valuing relationships that go beyond resolving conflicts to actively care for one another's welfare. An Anishnabe Elder speaking to the Royal Commission on Aboriginal Peoples spoke of the ethical imperatives in his traditional culture:
At the beginning of time the Creator gave [Indians] law to follow. He gave the four directions. He gave them sweetgrass, the tree, the animal and the rock. The sweetgrass represents kindness; the tree represents honesty; the animal, sharing; and the rock is strength. (RCAP. 1996a: 654) The introduction of colonial policies imposed rules that frequently violated the traditional value of maintaining respectful, mutually beneficial relations. Policy, to Aboriginal people has come to mean constraints of foreign origin. Research has taken on similar negative associations, as inquiry conducted by outsiders, harvesting information that is translated into distorted representations of the people's experience, and policies that limit the arena for self-determined action.
The first task of ethics policy development was to bridge conceptual worlds, not repeating errors of the past by assuming that Aboriginal peoples needed instruction in ethics but, rather, connecting with those deep currents of ethical sensibility that live on in contemporary community life. The approach taken was to foster dialogue among First Nation, Inuit, and Métis communities interested or engaged in research, organizations representing key sectors of the Aboriginal community, the broader research community in Canada, CIHR-IAPH, and PRE in an iterative process of policy formation.
Converging Streams of Development
Scientific breakthroughs often demonstrate that convergent insights can appear independently in different places. Innovators declare: "There is nothing so powerful as an idea whose time has come." Initiatives to develop ethics policy had the benefit of a movement that was gathering momentum in the Aboriginal community, in the research councils, and in international venues.
In 1992, Canada's Royal Commission on Aboriginal Peoples (RCAP) launched consultations on a comprehensive program of research. The response at a workshop convened to engage Aboriginal researchers was the cry: "We've been researched to death!" An Elder in the workshop intervened with the proposition: "If it's true that we have been researched to death, maybe it's time we started researching ourselves back to life" (Oral Communication, 1992) .
In the years since that meeting, the words "researching ourselves to life" have become a The content and research approaches detailed in these documents were informative in designing ethical guidelines adapted to current realities. By far the most intensive activities to engage First Nations, Inuit, and Métis communities directly were undertaken by CIHR-IAPH in drafting and reviewing their emerging guidelines.
CIHR Guidelines for Health Research Involving Aboriginal People
The special ethical challenges presented in research involving Aboriginal people were identified in Section 6 of the TCPS (1998), which set out some best practices based on guidelines The aim of developing guidelines was to connect Aboriginal community interests to researchers and research-intensive institutions. Research is multi-disciplinary as envisioned by the CIHR Act (2000), including the four pillars or domains of biomedical, clinical, population health, and health services research. Nested within research domains, health research disciplines employ an astounding array of methods and tools, which can be connected together in multidisciplinary, cross-disciplinary, and inter-disciplinary investigations of Aboriginal health.
Engaging at the interface between the exceedingly complex and sensitive landscape of Aboriginal community world-views and the equally complex scientific discourse of CIHR funded researchers required clear guidance.
In addition, knowledge translation (KT) to inform policy development is critical for evidence-based programs and services. Guidelines attempt to create a space for community level involvement in research, which seeks to improve population health through integration of 'real-time' knowledge translation. KT is imbedded in the process of doing research in partnership with Aboriginal communities and policy makers, thereby promoting rapid application of evidence.
This initiative in public policy was ground-breaking in Canada, introducing research ethics policy of nation-wide application, specific to health research involving Aboriginal people.
The policy focused on providing an ethical framework that incorporates Aboriginal world views to address key issues such as: research partnerships; methodology; collective and individual consent; protection of cultural knowledge; benefit sharing; and, collection, use, storage, and secondary use of data and biological samples. The development of research agreements was emphasized as a vehicle for enabling communities to engage in research and, over time, build a foundation of trust with researchers.
In addition to the specific protections articulated in the Guidelines, two core processes for peer evaluation of research are built into review procedures within CIHR: first, to meet (or exceed) community standards for engagement and knowledge creation and, second, to meet (or exceed) international standards for scientific excellence. The anticipated outcome is research that is responsive, rigorous, and linked to improvements in health for communities.
From the outset CIHR guidelines were strategically developed to inform revision of the TCPS (1998) and specifically to feed into a robust, current policy statement building on Section 6. This is not to say that the CIHR Guidelines were intended to be the revision but a starting point to be fully articulated during the TCPS revision process. While the tri-council policy process was proceeding, a clear set of guidelines would be enabling for researchers not familiar with research issues in communities. The development of CHIR guidelines would encourage health research and clarify the ethical conditions on which it could proceed. The CIHR Guidelines recognize unique cultural, linguistic, historic, and economic differences that exist in relationships between Aboriginal communities and scientific researchers. 
PRE's Aboriginal Research Ethics Initiative (AREI)
The Interagency The guidance provided in Chapter 9 is based on the premise that engagement with community is integral to ethical research involving Aboriginal peoples. Community is defined as a collectivity with shared interests or identity that has the capacity to act or express itself as a group. Communities may be territorial, organizational, or a community of interest with more fluid boundaries. Engagement can take many forms, including consent from formal leadership to conduct research in the community; joint planning with a responsible agency; commitment to a partnership formalized in a research agreement; or, dialogue with an advisory group expert in the customs governing the knowledge being sought. The level of engagement may range from information sharing to active participation and collaboration, to empowerment and shared leadership of the research project. A key aspect of ethical practice is respect for community customs and codes of research practice relevant to the research project. Articles in the chapter provide explicit guidance for putting these basic ethical practices into effect.
Chapter 9 of the draft TCPS and the CIHR Guidelines share the same goal -to create an ethical space where Canadian Aboriginal communities and researchers can come together with mutual respect and a degree of trust that has often been lacking in research encounters. The two documents embody many of the same practice guidelines but they are not identical. The TCPS is the platform on which institutional policies adapted to particular circumstances stand. As an over-arching policy it must be applicable to the research domains of the Agencies that endorse it -CIHR, SSHRC and NSERC -and therefore sets out principles as well as prescriptions that must be complemented by ethical reflection and judgment in diverse venues. Ethics policy for Aboriginal research in Canada, whether specific to health or applying more broadly to all research domains, should therefore be responsive to both individual wellbeing and collective welfare as conceived by the people involved. Research that engages the community and that addresses concerns relevant to the people, that builds on traditional knowledge, and that enhances local capacity holds the greatest promise of contributing to that goal.
Writing policy carries some inherent contradictions, when attempting to incorporate First Nations, Inuit, and Métis ethics of "good relations" and institutional requirements for enforceable rules. Translating predominantly oral custom into a written code, or vice versa, introduces the potential for distorting meaning and furthering misunderstanding. The experience of CIHR-IAPH in the two-and-a-half years since the CIHR Guidelines were approved indicates that policy adoption is only the first step in effecting change. A major educational effort is required to equip research ethics boards to interpret and apply innovative guidelines. At the same time, Aboriginal communities struggle to secure the resources that will enable them to become full partners in initiating, guiding, and making use of research to reach self-determined goals.
Whereas research institutions receive earmarked funding to offset the costs of administration and ethical oversight of research, Aboriginal communities have no access to these resources. The expectation that Aboriginal communities will co-venture and engage in complex partnership arrangements, as stipulated by the CIHR Guidelines and potentially the revised TCPS, can only be met if a parallel commitment is made to support the development of community research capacity for ethical oversight and administration. Indirect costs must be integrated into the funding formulas of national granting councils so that Aboriginal communities receive equitable treatment, with earmarked funding comparable to support received by institutional partners for administrative costs and workforce development.
Ethical guidelines alone do not tackle important issues related to the governance of research ethics. With increased involvement at the community level questions of local conflict of interest are inevitable. Some Canadian First Nations communities have created regional ethics review processes, for example the Manitoulin Island Ethics Board in Ontario and the Mi'kmaq Ethics Watch in Nova Scotia. These bodies provide a critical mass of expertise not available in a single community. They are close enough to the culture of the community to reflect local concerns but a step removed from the dynamics of community relationships and obligations.
Discussions regarding creation of a national ethics review body have stalled due to reluctance to hand over control of important community decisions to a faceless, distant agency.
Linking communities with extensive experience in ethics review with newer participants in research through a networked, Aboriginal ethics governance body has yet to be tried, to the knowledge of the present authors. Testing this or another model will require that the Canadian Federal Government invest in building Aboriginal capacity to engage in the dynamic evolution of research practice and research ethics. 
